shows that the mechanism in question provides a tool for teasing apart different analyses of Icelandic object shift. In particular, it provides an argument that the landing site of Icelandic object shift is higher than SpecvP/SpecAgroP.
Introduction
Until recently, it has been standardly assumed that constructions like (1) involve A-movement of the wh-phrase from the object position to the subject position, followed by wh-movement to SpecCP. However, Chomsky (2008) proposes a new treatment of such constructions (see also Hiraiwa 2005) . According to Chomsky, instead of A-movement feeding wh-movement, (1) involves two separate movements from the deep object position.
Roughly, who moves to SpecTP from the object position, and it also moves to SpecCP from the object position, with the two movements proceeding in parallel and with only the highest copy pronounced. The parallel movement hypothesis has a significant impact on the way structure building proceeds. For one thing, the change in the timing of movement it introduces eliminates A-A' movement feeding in examples like (1). In this paper I provide additional evidence for the no feeding analysis and show that the analysis provides a tool for teasing apart different analyses of object shift in Icelandic. I will show this in section 2 of the paper. In section 1 I go over several arguments for the no feeding analysis, showing that the analysis has considerable empirical motivation. 
Don't feed your movements
McCloskey (2000) shows that, in contrast to standard English, Although WUE allows (3) it behaves like Standard English in that it disallows (4). Notice first that the contrast between (3) and (4) provides evidence that local subject questions do involve wh-movement: if who in (3) were to remain in SpecTP, we could not make a distinction between this example and (4).
However, this cannot be the end of the story. If who were to move to SpecTP prior to moving to SpecCP in (3) it seems that it would still be impossible to account for the grammaticality of the construction, given that (4) is unacceptable. When it comes to the floating of all, (3) and (4) McCloskey suggests that Q-float involves a step in which the NP the Q modifies moves to SpecDP, the Q being located in D.
The movement yields the order NP Q within the DP. When the NP in SpecDP is a wh-phrase, D acquires the +wh-feature from it so that SpecDP counts as an A'-position. The wh-phrase (who in (3)) then cannot move to SpecTP, since this would involve improper movement. Rather, it moves directly to SpecCP. How is the requirement that forces overt movement to SpecTP satisfied in (3)? McCloskey suggests that overt movement is preferable to Agree, the mechanism which allows feature-checking at a distance without actual movement. As noted in Hiraiwa (2005) , the parallel movement hypothesis allows us to preserve McCloskey's direct movement to SpecCP analysis of (3), which is necessary to make a distinction between (3) and (4), and at the same time easily answers the question of how the standard filled SpecTP requirement is satisfied in (3) (which we saw above ended up raising a problem for McCloskey's analysis). Under the parallel movement analysis, who in (3) moves directly to SpecCP, as desired, but it also moves to SpecTP, so that the filled SpecTP requirement is satisfied. Most importantly, since there is no feeding relation between the A and the A' movement in question, all in (3) is not floated under movement to SpecTP, which must be disallowed given the ungrammaticality of (4).
The major accomplishment of the parallel movement analysis is that it enables us to fill the lower A-position in spite of the absence of a feeding relation between the movement of the NP that fills this position and the movement of this NP to a higher A'-position. Chomsky (2008) observes that there is a difference in the grammaticality status between extraction out of subjects that are generated as external arguments and subjects that are generated in object position, and shows that the difference can be accounted for under the parallel movement analysis of such examples. Under this analysis, wh-movement takes place directly from the -position of the relevant arguments.
Chomsky then capitalizes on the fact that (7b), but not (7a), involves wh-movement from object position, which we independently know is allowed (7c).
(7) a. *It was the car (not the truck) of which the driver caused a scandal.
b. It was the car (not the truck) of which the driver was found.
c. It was the car (not the truck) of which they found the driver.
(Chomsky 2008)
Chomsky (2008) Consider now (9b) more closely. Nomura (2005) observes that examples like (9b) involve an object shift context. 6 We would then expect the relevant NP to be able to undergo object shift prior to undergoing relativization. Given I will now consider how the structures in (11) and (12) fare with respect to the parallel movement analysis, on which wh-13 movement and object shift both take place from the position in which allar is located. Before comparing the two accounts, let me emphasize that I take the data in (9)- (10) to provide evidence for the parallel movement analysis of object shift/whmovement "interaction". This means that even acceptable examples involving such interaction should be treated in terms of parallel movement. This, for example, holds for (13), given Diesing's (1996) arguments (see also Bobaljik 1995) that object shift is obligatory in object shift contexts (i.e. with definite NPs). (13).) It turns out that the analysis cannot be applied to the structure in (11). If we were to apply the analysis to this structure, the relevant NP would simultaneously undergo object shift and wh-movement from the deep object position. However, the problem is that whmovement from the complement position of the verb is blocked by Chomsky's (2000 Chomsky's ( , 2001 Phase-Impenetrability Condition (PIC), which says that only the edge of a phase is accessible for movement outside of a phase. Since vP is a phase, C cannot target an object within the VP complement of the vP phase head.
Turning now to the structure in (12), the parallel movement hypothesis can be easily applied to this structure.
Here, the object first moves to the Spec of the vP phase. The relevant NP then simultaneously undergoes object shift and wh-movement from this position. Since the position is located at the edge of the vP phase, wh-movement does not violate the PIC on this derivation. 10 We then have here an argument that the analysis on which the final landing site of Icelandic object shift is higher than vP/AgroP is superior to the analysis on which Icelandic object shift lands in SpecvP/SpecAgroP.
In conclusion, I have provided a new argument for the parallel movement hypothesis based on Icelandic object shift. I have also shown that the parallel movement analysis enables us to tease apart two different approaches to Icelandic object shift. In particular, it provides evidence that the landing site of and Seely 2006 , Johnson 1991 , Koizumi 1995 , Lasnik 1999 , McCloskey 2000 , Runner 1998 , Ura 1993 . Under the movement above SpecvP/SpecAgroP analysis, baekurnar in (12) also undergoes this movement, which is an instance of regular EPP/Case-driven A-movement, and then proceeds to move to a higher position. It is this latter movement (which English lacks) that is referred to as object shift under the movement above SpecvP/SpecAgroP analysis (this is also what is responsible for the semantic effects noted by Diesing 1996) .
As discussed in Holmberg and Platzack (1995) (12)), but it also cannot license a parasitic gap and is insensitive to weak cross-over effects. What is important for our purposes is that the movement in question is not wh-movement, which seems clear. 10 Since, given the PIC, it is not possible to move out of vP without moving to SpecvP, parallel movement for whmovement and object shift would take place only from the phasal edge position, SpecvP. Strictly speaking, it is then not quite true that there is never any feeding relation between 21 movements-movement to the phasal edge, SpecvP, feeds both object shift and wh-movement. Making the relevant distinction (when there is a feeding relation, and when there isn't) is rather straightforward, given the relevance of phases/phasal edge for the feeding movement case.
